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This is an evaluation of a Title I non- publﬁb ‘schools

corrective réadivq services proaram that provided remedial reading
and writing instruction to students in grades 1-12 in New York dity

in 1979- 1980.

Sectioq one of the report describes the program. An

outline of/data analysis methods is found in the second section, as -
are pre and post test student reading scores. The third seztion
. presents /a summary of survey data and teacher interviews tN&t
w includes: (7). information about teacher respondents; (2) a pupil

.profiles (3)

information -on various teaching methods; and (4) a

reporteQn the role of support services and parents. In section four,
observatinns regarding classroom, *+eacher and pupil characteristics
sre sammarized. The fifth section summarizes interviews with the -
program coordinator and the:field supervisor on the issues of:-"(1) ¢
proaram oraqanization: (2) instructional approaches: “(3) stadent - ,4//
' progress and retention; and (4) personnel ‘considerations. The final
section presents evaluatior conclusions and general recomnendations.r‘
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ool .4 L. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
B e /| | S jf‘ . . _ﬂ:g: .o
| Tha Tltle [ Ngnpubllc Schuo]s Corrective Read}ng Services Program,
~{l' herda fter called the‘Cnrrevtlve“Raading Program, sarvéd ﬁ].?ﬂﬂnnnphh}ic"
; '  _- sthon1u student% In grades I rhrough 12, Tha proqrnm; lnvated at 210 sitas
| i servad Title 1 ellqi&)a studants (that is, pupfls with Hélow minimal compe-
N | g tency in read1n9 athievement) The goal of the pvngrdm was to improve pu~

p1l£% a(hlevemenc fn the: areas of wnrd-attark word knowledqe. vead!nq com~

prehed@ionl wr1t1ng aad ed|t1nq skl1l: throuqh remed1al reading and writing

IETI ] Inﬂﬂruttidh R

4

' T ° : . ' ) ’
\\Wi. Instruction was'given-ln'ﬁmall grbups”of ten'pupijs or Jess. Fre-

dency of 1nstruct10na1 sess1dns was determined by the pupils' achievement
. N .
1eve1s, severity of readinq retardation, and school schedules. Pupils

//’f' attended from two to five periods a week for 45 to 60 minutes per session.
The varied materia]s provided by the program included multi-media de-~
vices and conventional remedial reading mater1a1s (trade books, 1ibrary
bopks, work books). The staff fnc]uded one full-time eauivalent (FTE)* co~
ordindtor, two field supervisors, 121.2 FTE teachers and four secretaries
- -and/or clerks. | |
s -

~ This evaluatign report is meant to report\student achieVement data,

to descr1be program’ 1mp1ementat1on from ,the teachers' and coord1nator S
v’

:;r perspect1ves, and to 1Qd1cate directions for a more 1ndepth eva1uat10n

dur1ng the 1980 81 yeari -

L

. A} . ’

* 'FTE: Full-time equivalent; one FTE is equivalent to one full-time staff
position. Some teachers in the program are hired on a part-time
or per diem basis; therefore, the amount of teaching service is
expressed in FTE's in 11eu of reporting the. number ‘'of teachers
emp]oyed o




[1, DATA ANALYSIS | ,

\.. - Ohlyctives And Tests Used

Rgadlnesg Lavel Grada L. Students were to achlave gafns in pdr~

formance on thrae :ubsta:ts of the Stanford Early School A«hlavemenc
C tast greater than would have bean axpactad in the absence of treatment,
The threa 5chests wers entironmenéf lattars and sounds, and aural con-
‘a prehansion
USOE Evaludtion Mpdel Al was used to durlve the "no- rveﬂrmvnr ax-
8 pectation". Pretest raw scores were convertad to Normal Lurve Equiv-
alents (NCE's <= a type of score which expresses performance in rela-
tion to the performance SY a nationally respresentative qgroup of stu-
dents). Posttast scores ware also converted to NCE's. [t would be
assumeq that, in the absence of treatment, the mean NCE of the qroup
would be the same at poettest as %t pretest. ‘

An increase in ﬁean NCE was interpreted as a gain in performance

beyond what would have been expected without Lreatment.

Grades;2-12. Students werg to achieve gains }n performance in
reading comprehension'greater thap what would have been expected in
v . the absence of treatment' Reading comprehension was measured by per-
formance on. the comprehens?on subtest of the Stanford Diagnostic Read-
ing Test, 1976 editionqefqr Grades 2- 8 and by perfonnance on the com-
prehensive subtest of the Stanford Test of Academic Skills, for -grades
9-12. USOE Model Al wasyused as above,fto derive the "no treatment

‘ expectat1on"w A gain in mean NCE from pretest to posttest was inter-

preted as a ga1n in performance attr1butab1e to the program

R ) 2 . T

- ‘ . | ’ R ‘ : 0 . /f’/




’ * CHART ~ \\

B VEST LEVELS AND FORMS, BY GRADE FOR \
THE CORRECT[VE READING PROGRAM )
. ‘
& | e g e
GRATES ~ LEVELS " -
Grade 2 SORT, Red laval, Farm A
Grada 1, 4 SDRT, Graan Taval, Fan A
\\! " Grade 5-4 SORT, Brown lavel, Form A
‘ Grade 9,10 TASK, Laval [ Form A
\\ . Urade 1L, 12 FASK, Lavel [T Form A

Rﬁnnrf\1nd Ana]v¢!ﬁ of Evaluation Resuylts

Accord1ng to the records kept, 11,789 pupils werae served by the
program. Data_were submitted for 11,782 students. This evaluation
reports‘on’\0.253 pupils in Grades 2-12, and 205 students in grade 1

*  for'whom valid pre- and posttests scores were availabla.

? 4 . ) «
- ‘ | . . A
e . ' ‘:“ ) :.;
_ / CHART 11 S¥”@g ‘ =
TEST SCORES FOR STOWENTS [N’
THE CORRECTIVE READING PROGRAM, GRADE. 1
. ~ Raw Score (mean) NCE (mean) Change in
SUBTESTS Pre Post Pre Post mean NCE
v
Aural Comprehension 12 16 N 24 34 10
- N=203 \ o -
o Letters and Sounds 21 33 ‘33 41 8
. N=205 r ' \* - .
Environment RV A R T 11"
N-202
3 ~




CHART 111

* " READING COMPREMENSION SCORES FOR
2 STUDENTS [N CORRECTIVE READING, GRADES 2.4

yadeg . . Pre  Post  Pre  dost o tn NGE
) Grade 2 Maan 20 3o TR VR !
’ Nel617 Madtan 18 i7 il 131

SORT Red

Grade 3 Mean 14 18 27 " 1

N=1792 Median 14 39 _H 1

SORT Graen ”

) 1

Grade 4 Mean 318 4% (31) () !

N«1870 Median 17 Y 32 37 .

SORT Green

Grade 5 Mean 7 s (27)  (37) o,

N=1651 Madian 16 . - 30 i

Grade 6 Mean 21 3l 18 10

N=1266 Median 20 31 « 30 38

SORT Brown ) : -

Grade 7 Mean - . 26 37 0 38 12

N=792  Median 26 8 32 38

. SORT Brown -

B

Grade 8 Maan l.g 42 . 30 41 11

N=543  Median 33 45 . - 43 '

SORT Brown , |

Grade 9 Mean. 22 30 18 24 - 8

N=403 Median 22, 30 17 25 -

TASK Level 1 '

! /
— ] . /
»
4

10
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r‘ﬂ/‘ ‘
CHART 1Y
REAQING COMPREHENS [ON SCORES FOR §TUﬂ§NT§
IN CORRECTIVE READING, GRADES {u-}2
PR T O RS T T  Mean Galn
Grades o Pre Pest  bra  Pust fo NCE
rade L0 Mean 25 33 i 24 0
N=20R Med tan 20 2. M S8
FASK Lavael |
Urade 11 Mean - 20 i ‘ L )3 14
N« Mad tan {49 Ry ! 23
TASK Lavael 11
(irada 12  Mean (9.5 24 7 ) 1y t
N=il Madian e = X2 ! 4

TASK Laevel [I

In all grades, thts program has had a positive ifmpact. In qrades'

2-7, where the program is most extensive, the pretast mean NCL's ranged
from 27 (percentile equivalaent = 14) to 31 (percentile equivalant «18),
while the posttést NCE means range from 37 (percantile equivalent =27)
to 39 (percentile equivalent = 30). Thusc while the average performance
of the group at pretest was far below the state's definition of edhca-
tionally disadvantaged, (35th NCE), the group average at posttest ex-
- ceeded that standard. |

Correlated t- te!i' were performed on all raw scores and NCE's for .
each.grqde Tevel. A1l gains were statistically signif1cant beyond the

.001 Tevel. 1In general, this program serves a highly disadvantaged

L]
population, and appears to have had substantial impact on the group.

-

e
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L, JUMMAKY UF SURYEY PATA AnD ftAcnER InTERyipws

i
i

Hata TGy Ehe 3uivey ie3puiiacs weis culliewled Fiom 20 ieading

)

Tgachers wha kmmﬂntu’d the syvvey al a Jruup seeting al tha and of {ha
sl year the aurvay way wanstructed, Gdasd an (hg repansan Fim

the taacher 1ilaivicwsy, pretested, and revised Gy the Jrrige of Lduca-

* “

tianal tvéhmthm whih the azalztance fram fhe P1la 1 Sanpalif 1o S ol
Fragram -aéwfnt:h‘:!‘drm

Hata For fhe tnftoryview et bony f fhts T | ,.,aig@ CHY g b
twalve !_h‘m!: x:vgt“ A parbod of e oatd hal? weeks Trom Ma, 00 ¢ TR
6, [dd t";hh 3PL@ Wizt ton buded an obiserval ton of fha " ifie ) o0 ar
tive i:«‘c:.adirn@ class and an Tnferview with fhe !ca har he sitas foy
thiy avaluaf",hm were selected randomly feom a slvatifiad wamiile of
schools n the Title T Nonpubltc “whunls Correct ve Heading Program
The mtm'vmw formm also was constructed, prefested and revised by fhe
Office of tducational Pvaluation with .nil:sf.n;sca from the Title | cen-
tral admintstrators.  The interviewer was tratned in the use of the in-
terview form before the interviews began. The %em;hm‘a infarviewed
ware Informed of the purpose of the interview: to feed back Informa-
tion to the program coordinator for admiéiatrat}ve and evaiuative pur-
poses. The teachers interviewed were assured complete confidentiality
and anomymous reporting of their'responses. Each interview took be-
tween 70 and 90 minutes. The mean interyiew'tfme was '8 minutes.
Some of the observations took pla@?*before the interviews and some of
them were after the interview erending on the schedule of the teachers.
In several instances the interview was started before the observation

/

and completed after the classroom observation.
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Information About Teacher Respondents

.~ Ve

TeachingyExper1encet"According to the‘survey results, 11% of the

teachers hadqgaught one to five~year;, 32% had taught six to ten years,
49% had taught 11 to 15 years, 2% had 16 to 20. years eXper1ence and 6%
'had more than 20 years ach1ng exper1ence ‘ '
Interv1ewed teachers all had a(m1n1mum of f1ve years teach1ng ex=

p\F1ence 50% had six. to ten years exper1ence and 50% had taught for 11
"to 15 years. ) ‘

Teaching Experience 1n'the‘Tit1e I Nonpublic Schoo1s Proqram

‘ Teacher'responses to the survey indicated that 15% had tadght in the

program for one year, 2% had taught for 2 years, 2% for three years, 7% . ' .
L ' ¥

for four years and 73% for more- than 5 years .

A

0f the interviewed teachers, 33% had part1c1pated in the nonpublic - ~h\\§
‘ schoo]s program for one to five years, 58% for six to ten years, and 8%

, . \ _ \
for 11 to 15 years. e _ a\\\

Educational Background. Survey data reveal that Qf% of the teachers

P
<ty
B

. have .a MA/S degree and 9% of the teachers have a BA/S degre€ and graduate
”4§g§ditst A1l of the interviewed teachers'have a MA/S degiee in education,

Professional Development Activities. The survey asked teachers to

check all the: professional development activities in which they_had'par-
ticipated duringlthe 1ast three years. The results were: 160%,'T1t1e I
workshops; 67%, college credits; 42%, puh]ishers' materia]s workshops ;

40%, local and national professional conferences; 23%, other non-credit

courses; 15%, UFT courses; and 13%, non-Tit1e I Board of Education'WOrk-.d

shops. . AN

Fal

<o

k-



N - During the past three years all of the teachers interviewed had been
- 1nvo1ved in some type of professional: developbment: 42% of the teachers -
-had part1c1pated in workshops,. sem1nars, or had been actively 1nvo1ved in

1n professiona] organizat1ons

Pupil Profile .

Number of Students Taught. vThe survey indicated that the teacheré
taught an average of 92 students per week. The number of pupils taught'
by ejth interviewed teacher. ranged from 51 to 100 the average was 86.
\Th1rty -three percent of the 1nterv1ewed teachers met students at only |
one site, 50% at two sites, 8% at three sites and 8% at four sites.

i Criteria for Selection. Interviewed teachers were asked to 1dent1fy

the cr1ter1a used for selecting pupils for the Correct1ve Read1na Program.
N1nety two percent of the teachers 1nd1cated the cr1ter1a provided by the
eligibility 1ist were used for se]ect1on. Other responses included: )
severely disabled readers (83%), classroom teacher recommendations (50%)
and principal recommendations (33%).

Particivants in Selection. Survey respondents indicated that the

following people participated in the selection processi. Title I teachers
(éém), the quidance counselor {44%) and other Tit)e I teachers (29%).
A1l 12 interviewed teachers said the non-public school Title I guidef_
_({ines were used in the selection of students. .The teachers reported nar-
ticipants 1n these decisions included the Title I teacher (renorted by 75%
- ' of the respondents), the classroom teacher (83%) and the school principal
| (75%).

Most Common Learning Problems. The survey listed eiqht learning

problems and asked teathers to identify the three that most frequently

R

8

’ \ 0 — 44
&




1nterfered with studentr achievement The responses were: 56%, 11m1ted

° ora1 vocabu1ary, 53%, general prob]ems in concept format1on, 46% reten-
= tion sk111s, 45%, attention problems; 45%, poor 11sten1ng skills; 34%
y\. ] , p;or se1; 1mage, 15%, behav1ora1 problems; and 12%, problems in other
agdchievem@nt areas. : K\c:
: ) 1 " The 12 1nterv1ewed teachers mentioned an extﬁeme1v w1de var1ety§§f

1éarn1ng prob]em§ that interfered with achievement. Most frequently sta-

ted were poor 1nferent1a1, conceptual, and/or cr1tica1 thinking ability ) : &’
(75%); Jack of vocabulary (50%) ‘poor work attack sk%11s (50% ;lack ofd
understanding main ideas (33%); and Tow self-esteem (25”) Add1t1ona1

probiems mentioned re]ated to spec1f1c read1ng or writing needs of the

students, and poor study skills. . .

A
&

Teaching Methodology

. Major Areas of Focus. Surveyed teachers were asked to check the

majof aréas of focus of their instruction. The responses were: 91%,
foster accurate total comprehension: 87%, development of flexible means
of word analysis; 78%, deve]opment of wr1t1nd techniques; 62%, develop-

-
R

- ment. of 1anguaae arts, skills and concepts; and 56%, study skills.

A1l 12 1nterv1ewed teachers responded that total accurate compre- i
hension was a major focus of their instruction. A1l teachers interviewed
also indentified as major areas of focus: deve1opment and /or enrichment
of language concepts: development of flex1b1e means of work analysis;
and development of writing techniques. Other areas of focus identified
by relatively fewer teachers were better funct1on1ng in the c1assroom
(33%), improvement of study sk111s (17%), enjoyment of reading (17 )
higher self ‘esteem (8%) and. improvement of cr1t1ca} thinking skills (8%).
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g“'\.x’/

, .
© time on 1nd1v1dua1 1nstruct1on‘d Forty-two percent of th& teachers regu-

' o - ’ : _— L .
7¢‘ PO ~ . . ki . : °

! : . t L . . T e
) /Time A11ocat10n The amount of time spent in d1fferént 1nstruct1on-\

r
a1 groupidgg\yaried w1de1y between teaLhers A1l of the 1ntervrewed
teachers spend at: 1east some tfme on who]e group instruction and some

1ar1y spend time on sma]] group act1v1t1es Even through the'1nterv1ew
5 . .

1nstrument d1d not spec1f1ca11y ask about it three‘teachers mentioned

that they have tlme for “susta1ned s11ent read1ng" 1n each c]ass Seven-

;ty-f1ve percent of the 1nteri1ewed teachers stated that they do on- go1ng_
d1agnos1s throughout each class‘ therefore teachers had- d1ff1cu1tydspec1- 1'

: ,fy1ng a spec1f1c t1me a]]otment for d1agnoS1s

vhr’

Mot1vat1on Teachers respond1ng to the survey were asked to. 1den-

tify the methods and techn1ques they used to mot1vate students 75 5%

used games 68 8% used other pup11 se1f-eva1uat1ve techn1ques, 53.1% used
reward systems (stars, stamps, etc ); 28.5% used graphs for se]f—track1ng

and 28.6% used man1qu1at1ves ~The survey asked teachers to identify the
two most obv1ous behav1ora1 changes that resulted from increased motiva-

tion. Their responses were: more pup1T part1c1pat1on (54%); pup11 wil-
Tingness to‘try more d1fficu1t materials (45%); pupils know what to do

w1thput ask1ng (30“), pupils are more attent1ve (20%); and pupils display
’ i,

- -4

greater ‘ragport with teacher (21%).

g

ES

f Teacher 1nterv1ews revealed that techniques and materials for moti-
, , - : \

/ . . . )
vating students varied widely, from "enthusiasm" to “treats".r One teach--

‘er interviewed saidher technique is "presenting it in a good way": an-

other said "I'm honest.and direct. I tel;/yhe students if‘they'do’hot

work hard they are cheating themse]ves " third teacher exp]ained "1

.present read1ng as a skill to make them br1ghter as a desirable sk111/xo
 have." Specific motivational techniques included asking quest1ons (17%),

reading stories aloud (17%), using the interests, experiences and writings

o o
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‘of the children (50%), using thinas- that happen in school (17%) or
to Zhe teacher (8%), and-Qntegrating fun and nove]ty with 1essons (25%)

- Spegific mot1vat1ona1 materials 1nc1uded pictures (17%) 11terature (17%)
poetry (17%), newpapers (25%) telev1sfon (8”), concrete obJects (17%),
co]ors (8%), games (17%), and teacher made tapes (8%) One teacher sa1d

her ch11dren wrote for free mater1a1s, anéther sa1d she used a “prob]em'

I 2 - 3

box" to mot1vate students encourag1ng 'Dear Abby" 1nterchanges.; Twenty-

7

f1ve percent of the teachers sa1d "I 11 n;e anyth1ng that catches the1r

v

1nterests--everyth1ng", and one se1d "I become an actress."

Teachers descrtbed changes they have noticed 1nd1cat1ng 1ncreased

A
- ’

o mot1vat1on aThese ranged from very genera] to yery spec1t1c changes re- ‘

~.

1ated to student behav1ors"att1tudes, and ach1evement Changesarelated

“to student conduet 1nc}uded borrow1ng more books (33%), read1nq durinlg
Susta1ned Silent Read1ng t1mey 17%5 asking for more d1ff1cu1t work

(8%), ta1k1ng more about”the beoks they are read1ng (8“) f1n1sh7ng work‘
(8%), part1c1pat1ng~more in ‘class (8“) *and' know1ng rout1nes 17%).
'Changes related to students' att1tude5 were more enthus1ast1c --'aSking
for more projects- (8%) enjoying read1ng aloud (8%), ant1c1patfng com1ng
to reading class (33%);. 11k1ng to, read what they write (8%); express1ng~‘

fee]1ngs of competence (8%), act1ng more mature (8%); fee11ng ;e]f-cdnfi-

dent (8%) and act1ng more attentive (17%). Qne teacher sajd the-children .

. are more eager to ask, "What are we going to do now?" moreffrequentIy.:

' vChanges related to student achievement nere: writing more (8%); writing

 better (8%); reading simple vocabulary (8%); and general improgemént in

class work (17%). '. '

Peer Tutor1ng, Independent Study and Ind1v1dua112ed Instruct1on

Survey responses to the quest1on "Are your students involved in peer

tutor1ng?" were: 38%, yes; 60%, no. Survey responses to the question,\\

i7

- . : »
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"Are your students 1nvo1ved 1n 1ndependent study act1v1t1es?" we e :

> yes 18% no.

Eight of the 12 1nterv1ewed teachers stated .that their students are.
1nvo1ved in peer tutor1nq One said that students read wﬁth one another;
. another teacher qua11f1ed her responses by adding, "I do.jt 1nforma11y,
| not off1c1a11y nggﬁ1mes one ch11d will he]p another "
. N1nety—two percent of the 1nterv1éwed teachers stated that the1r -

'Students are 1nvo1ved in se1f-eva1hat1ons L T L

-

E1ghty~three percent of the teachers 1nd/cated tth the1r students

a?e 1nVo1ved in 1nd1v1dua1 act1v4t1es F1fty percent exp1a1ned that - hey <
o b . s
. } g1ve _children 1nd1v1dua1 ass1gnments to do 1ndependent]y One sa1d '\\\\

\

"After a whole. group 1esson, I usualJy g1ve them 1nd1v1dua11zed ass1gn-

ments to’ work -on by themse]ves ". One teacher descr1bed a contract sys- .

4

tem she had w1th f1fth sﬁkth, and seventh graders in areas where she B

fe]t they needed re1nforcement but not hér d1rect1on
V.

) wr1t1ng Skills .eSurvey Resu]ts N1nety-one percent of the teachers

L

reported us1ng wr1t1ng samp1es in connect1on with teach1ng wr1t1ng

‘Seven teachers do not use.writing samples. Those'teachers reported that

A

using writing samp]es'Was\extreme1y effective (12%), very effective (44%),
somewhat effective (35%), and not at a11 effect1ve (2%). Teachers were

‘ .
asked if they cou]d detect growth <in any of three part1cu1ar areas, by re-

;ew1ng their pupi]s writing samp1es Ninety-two percent 1nd1cated

”r‘growth in sentence sense 79% .indicated growth in pup11s ability to ex=-
\ press themsé]ves, and 65% sad)growth in the pup11s ab111ty ‘to write in.

.o longer un1ts.q - ‘ <:”"q ' : I ",
" Writing. Ski11s, Interview Results. ‘Seventy-ffve percent .of the

teachers indicated 1mprovement in a var1ety of areas -- att1tudes, cr1t1-

t TR

ca1 th1nk1ng sk111s, and genera1 commun1cat1on sk111s Improvement was

12
. -4.8
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N.“noted in the following areas:’ better apprec1at1on for poetry and stor1es

. (lZ%), more awareness of spe’11ng and punctuation (17%), and eagerness to

\'l

" read what they write (25%) Seventeenxpercent of-the teachers'inter- P

viewed said teach1ng wr1t1ng has helped students critical comprehension

. and cr1t1ca1ath1nk1ng sk111s ~ Twenty-five percent of the‘teachers said
_that the students are making connectdons bétween reading and writing and
.th _ _

" are seeing that writing’skil]s_(topdc sentences, main idéas, details) are

- para11e1)to readfng ski11s. One teacher indicated that t§aching writing

has‘he1ped her students become more verbal. 0n1y two of the teachers sta-

ted that the teach1ng of wr1t1ng has not affected the reading ach1evement

A S

- of their pupits.

-T1me Allotment. Preferences for teaching wr1t1ngfvar1ed from one.

7hour once a week to ten m1nutes every otherﬁyeek The great var1at1on

" in teacher preference; 1ﬁ part, ‘refJects the1r different teach1ng sched- T

u1es ,Some,teach c1asses two days a week for an houﬂ*

if¥ach, 'wh11e others «
a o

have c1?sses onée a week for an hour Fffty-e1ght percent of the t ach-

‘LJ el

er's *indicated preference for ten to 15 m1nutestof wr1t1ng acth1ty da11y}"
Twenty’i1ve teachers preferred more t1me3 17% preferred 1ess t1me

The 12 1nterv1ewed teachers used wr1t1ng books, act1v1t1es, obJects,
literature, and commercial products to teach writing sk1Q1s Twentv f1ve

percent of the teachers used Spot11ght on WWht1ng, 25% use MWriting Power,

8% usedwworksheets, and another 8% sa1d they get ideas from "idea books."

Theg teachers déscribed 'many activities including transforming'and ex-:
.g: . N * . . £

panding sentences, making 1jsts offadjectiyes, verbs and other,parts_of -

speech, 1isting synonyms and homonyms and writing beginnings and endings

. . . “
of stor1ef‘ . Py T _ o A

My -

\ One teacher focused on the practical, assert1ng that her students

Tike f1111ng out app11cat1on forms and driver license fonns Another

; —_— 1" 1
T ~ T <3
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= ‘;q ' teacher—ta ht out11n1ng and two teachers used research[to teach wr1t1ng

i J

o : \cher ‘ideas for ways tp teach wr1t1ng 1nc1ude. “focus on creative wr1t1ng
by offer1ng children ideas to wrlte about and,ian1ve chi1dren in sensory

act1v1t1es and ask ch11dren to wr1te a descr1pt1oh of another person for

- l_Qf the other students to 1dent1fy. T BRI B BT
. ‘\‘y . . ’ W [ f ,ta . ) 4 N -
Uty .~ Some of the objects used to ‘teach wr1t1ng 1nc1ude p1ctures, posters,.
. i ‘ .
te]ev1s1on, and newspapers. The teachers a]so 1ncorporated poetry, 11tera-

ture, storyte111ng ‘and- s1ng1nF. Seuera] teachers had. the children create

' stor1es and rexographed the stor1es for other students to, read

A1l the 1nterv1ewed teachers said they d1agnose wr1t1ng sk111 needs

'

based on the ch11dren S own wr1t1ng | L | y . v
SR s \ . ,

Ninety percent of those 1nterv1ewed 1nd1cated that thexr students

L had 1mproved in. sentence sense and 1n the ab111ty to express themselves

\ o effect1ve1y Forty—two percent reported that "their students cou]d wr1te

>

. in ]onger units ;- and 33% noted that the1r students now write in shorter

L4

° Y B units, with fewer run-on sentences.
Pupil Assessment Instruments . ‘ s oS
. ' ° .
N , : ' . oA _ S
( S Table 1 summarizess the surveyed teacher's responses on methods of

pupil assessment.
T . a . . . o
‘-ﬁ N ' - , ’ : [3

o . TABLE 1

Percent of Teachers Using Various Assessments
At the Beginning of the Year and Quring the Year

" . 7 o - Used _ Used during "
" Method ‘ ) ‘ Beqinning - Year
~ : " 1. Title I Program Assessment 55% T3
. "~ "2, An Informal Reading Test 60% .~ 55% .
T 3. A Standardized Norm Referenced Test - ) 87% | © 54% -
. 4. A Standardized Criterion-Referenced Test ooaam C12%
5. Teacher Made Criterion-Referenced Test. v 32% . 43%
.3 ° 6. Conference with Classroom Teacher 52% 71;
7. Informal Reading Test ) 3% (—-a
8. Classroom Observation | SRR 58%

IERJf: . S R y : C
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Ninety-two percent of the interviewed teachers used the Stanford

‘Diagnostic Test for assessment at the beginning of the year Two'teach-

ers commented that they liked the test because it helps them "pinpoint

problems well," Additiona1 measures used by teachers for in1t1a1 dfag- -~

nosis were Roswe]] Chall (25%) Dolch Basic Word List (17%) SRA scores
(17%) and Durrel] or-Gray Oral (8%) "Informal diagnostic assessments in-

ciuded haVing~the children read aloud (50%),"reviewing the textbooks'used

by the children\(B%) giVing 1nforma1 teacher-made tests (17%)'53d asking \
. the child about the difficuities he was having (17%). Lo PN

According to the survey, assessments were used in the foi]oWing ways:

‘ indiVidualizing instruction (90”), diagnoSiSing pupil needs (64%), lesson

planning (19%), organizing group work (16%) and evaluating pupii progress

',(8%) . ‘\ v ' ‘ )

The initial -pupil assessment 'wds used by all 12 interwnﬁwed teacners

%o indiVidualize instruction and to plan long range iessons There were

exceptions to each case, however One teacher said she individua]ized
only phonics. One teacher said she did not have.individual lessons be-

cause "most 3f the children need everything."v Other purposes of the in-

Jitial pupil assessment identified by teachers were: to organize group work

(75%), to evaluate progress (50%) and to fulfill Title I guidelines (67%).

A1l interviewed teachers used formal and informal techniques to eval-

‘uate progress. Thirty-three percent of the teachers re-evaluated students

- once or twice a year, 17% of the teachers re-evaluated them three to four

times a year and 66% re-evaiuated much more frequently--8% every week, 25%

& S
every two weeks, 8% every month or 25% every six weeks They used teacher

made criterion referenced tests (25%), informal paragraphs and qoeStions

(26%), teacher made worksheets (17%), standardized tests (includino Roswell-

Chall, Gral Oral, Halsman Word Analysis and Durrell) (17%), and review tests
| 15
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and'review tests from Spot]ightjon Writing (8%). Other evaluative toals.

used were: conferences with children (17%); writfng samples (17%); c]osé
exercises (8%); workbook exercises,(8%);‘ask1ng»c1assroom teaeherS‘hOW‘
children are doing (8%); daily worksﬁeets (8%); and games.

A3 Pupi] reassessment was used by a%] of the interviewed teachers to

‘modify and extend individualized instruction as we11 as ¢roup activities.

Student Records. - A1l teachers kept records cn tes d1agnos1s, anu
‘parent conferences. . In addition, they 1nd1cated that t:iy keep r ords of
| assignherts (100%), materials (92%), samp]es of students" wr1t1qgs (92%),
attendance (92%), assessment checklists, on-going wr1t1ng nee¢§](83%),
conferences with the guidance counseiors (67%), conferences with the class-
room teachers (58%), and intercomponent referrals (50%): Teachers also
"kept records of conferences with students, anecdétg] records on each stu-
tdent, bi-yearly progress reports, g;raéprofessione1 contacts, and teechers.

.~

Related Duties\ The interviewed teachers tocused on the teaching as-

pects of their workland mentioned the related duties indicated in Table 2.

Materials. The urvey responses indicated that 94% of the teachers
felt that the materials\in their classrooms were Eppropriate for,the‘pupiis
they‘teach. '

In irterviews, 92% of the teachers reported the materials are appro-
pr1ate and he]pfu1. A11:12 1ntervieﬁed teachers reported that the Title I
supervisory staff selected the mater1a1s for the1r use. Twenty-five pei-'

. cent of the teachers indicated that they helped in the selection of mate-

rials.



‘Support'serV}ces

’

. Clinical and Guidance. The survey asked teachers to fdentify all

those who referred pupils "to the C11n1ca] and ﬁuidance Services: 96% of

- ’ ~ the teachers 1nd1cated the Tit1e I teacher; 88%, c1assroom teachers; 82%,
nther Title I teachers - 82%,. the principal; and 15%, parents.
:
T | TABLE 2

' Tencher Dut1es and Activities |
by the Percentage of Teachers Report1ng Each Itern

p

' Percent of
Dutias And Activities ; Teachers Responding

Seiect1ng. screening and grnup1ng 100%
of pupils employing standardized
instrument measures of diagnosis
and achievement. .

I 'D‘Iagms‘lng and prescribing to meet - 100%
the needs of the pupils. _ L -
Preparing and planning of long range ' 77 1008 ot . )
instructional program to meet the pupils' * .
needs and overcome weaknesses. o

. . Conducting the day-&& day instructional ' 100%
~ pragram, . . :

Evaluating the strengths and weaknesses ©100%
of the program as evidenced 1in pup11 .
achievement.
Conferring with parents and classroom ’ 100% '

teachers on the status of participants o
and on interchanges of suggested . .
follow-up reinforcement activities.

Referring participants to Clinicial and R 11
Guidance Services and the Reading Skills
Center.

Training students for tutor-tutorial _ 2y o
program and training parents for the .
~ ’ parent-turorial program. ‘ <

Planning and guiding the paraprofessional 50%
in conducting the activities in the reading
classroom,

- Participating in on-the job training ' 75%
sessions and group training sessions;. )




'Sufvey respondents rated these services as extremely effective (14%), very \
effective (3@%), somewhat effective (37%), not at all effective (1%) and
don't know (6%).. »

h "Ninety-two percent of the interviewed teachers indicated that the
Ti;ﬂe I teacher refers students to Clinical and Guidance se}vices. Others
identified by teachers as haking referrals are the classroom teachers (42%),
parents 8’ » 3nd the principal (8%). J

E1ghty-three percent of interviewed teachere described the C{inical
and Guidance Serv1ces Program as very effective; 8%, as somewhat effective;
and 8%, had 30 know]edge of the effectiveness. Severa1 reasons were given
in support of fhese evaluations: seeing a cthd when necessary (50%);
helping and/or visiting families (42%); making referrals for help (33%);

arranging testing for students (25%); getting the child medical care (8%),
and meeting with the teacher and principal (8%). One teacher said the gui-
dance counse]er has a "realistic.approach to helping children in school

situations". Seventeen percent indicated that the coqnse]ors follow-up
problems and 25% reported that the counselors share information.or offer

advice to the teachers. ?

° .
Nonpublic School Principal. E1ghty two percent of the survey re-

spondents indicated the school pr1nc1pa1 provided or1entat1on to the
fschoo'l, 61% reported that the principal arranged scheduling; 24% state the
principal arranged monthly conferences’and 14z that the principal arranged
conferences with the regular classroom teachers.

When asked what kind of support they reeeived from the nonpublic
school principal, 50% of the interviewed teachers mentioned the prihcipa]'s

cooperation.

to
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When asked specifically about other kinds of help, teachers said they re-

ceive help with scheduling (83%), coordination (75%) and orientation (93%).

Title I Central Staff. Results of the survey item asking teachers

to identify support services received from the central staff are:

-~

96%

- Supervisory visits
-93% - Training/drientation
81% - Resource materials
78% - Ideas for new appréaches . »
71% - Demonstration of administering and scoring tests
68% - Development of parent jgvolvement activities
65% - Demonstration of test interpretation
64% - Selection of materials
64% - Aid in pupil diagnosis -
62% - Aid in development of instructional methodologies
59% - Aid in selection/screening of pupils

4 | ‘
;:%F asked "What support services have you received from the Title I
supervisory staff?", the 12 interviewed teachers were unclear about the .
time frame referred to because several of the listed services were pro-
vided at the beqiﬁning of the year while others are prdvided year long.
Responses to quéstions about testing, diagnosis, pupil seTection and pre-
scription generally were qualified with "Yeé, initially.™

Ninety-two percent of the inferviewed teachers indicated that fhe
nonpublic school central staff provided trainiﬁg orientation, resource
matéria]s, and ideas for new apprdachesz Most of'the teachers feported
that the Tit]e I central staff provid%g;iig/ﬁn pupil diaghosis (83%),
deve]opment.of parent involvement activities (83%), supervisory visits
(83%), development of pupil prescriptions (75%),‘deve1opment of pupil pre-
scription (75%), development of instructional methodologies (75%),

-
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selection of materials (75%), demonstration of admiristering and scoring

tests (67%), and demonstration of fest‘1nterpretation'(67%). Forty-two

kY

of the teaCheVSﬁVeobgﬁized the Title I supervisory staff as an aid in the

selection and §creedfhg of pupils. In addition, teachers mentioned that

they recefved mqnthix newsletters and a yearly evaluation.

Classroom Teacher. Surveyed teachers indfcated the purposes for

~consultation with the regular classroom teacher as: assessing Pupil needs

3
and weaknesses, 85%, selecting pupils, 80%; coord1nat1ng scheduling, 72%;

\
and mot1vat1ng the 1nterest of pup11s, 42%. xxh .

A1l 1nterv1ewed teac s consu1ted w1th the regular classroom teach-

er to assess pupi} need eaknesses and to coordinate scheduling.
Seventy-five percegt of théa gchers added that they use the consultations

to find out what the classroom teachers are teaching and/or coordinate

‘lessons with the classraom teacher. Qther purposes noted were discussions

~ of pupil behavior and the sharing of test scores.

Parent &bntact

Number, and Frequency. The survey data indicate that the average

number of parents met by the Title I Corrective Reading teacher was 36.
98

‘The interviewed teachers met with 2” to 68% of the parents* of students

‘\.""

they taught. The mean number & parents met was 33. Twenty-five percent
of the teachers had met with less than 25% of the parents, 33% of teachers.
reported contact with more than 50% of the parents No teacher saw more
than 68% of the parents of the student; taught. Parent-teacher contact

!;7

* This-f1gure is based on the total number of parents for all sites
eath teacher serviced. * See Jable 3.

-
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varied from site to site. It should be noted that the teacher who ser-

viced four schools had the least amount of parent,contact. (See Table 3.)

- . @

_ TABLE 3
| Percentage of Parents Met by Each Teacher Interviewed by Each School Site

SchooTs Twelve leachers Interviewed ]
1 2 3 4 5 6.7 8°9,10°11 12°

School I "

\ _Pupil Taught 57 97 96 70 94 51 40 20 44 31 60 19
. _Parents Met 50 50 35 35 16 28 14 8 10 17 14 2

. "Percentage = 78% 511 36% 50% 17% 54% 35% 40% 229 549 23% 117
‘  School 11 - ” ' o
"~ PupiTs Taught 14 . 39 57 40 43 20 40 29
~Parents Met b 14 19 32 15 15 5 0
) Percentage 42% 353 33% B0% 34% 75% 13% 13%
School III ' o ’
Pupily Taught : 39 19
N Parents Met . - .2/ ‘ )
ercentage , ~ 69% . 0%
School IV ‘ : . : \\ et
—_Pupils Taught 17 a7
Parents Met _0
, —Percentage ' : 0%
| TOTAL . | _
~ Pupils Taught 71 97 96 70 94 90 97 99 &7 51 100 33
Parent Met 45 50 35 35 16 42 33 67 25 32 19 2
‘ Percentage 63% 51% 36% 50% 17% 50% 34% 68% 29% 637 197 2%

Method. Surveyed teachers;said their methods of communication with
parents were face-to-face (65.5% , by telephone (12.6%), by written com-
munication (36;1%) and by parent turorial/workshops (17.6%); All of the

interviewed teachers reported communicating with parents face-to-face.

{:\\\ | They also reported using other methods: te]éphbne (75%), written com-
- (
munication (83%), and parent-turorials (17%). (See Table 4.)
' P
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‘ ‘ TABLE 4
Type gParent Contact by Each Teacher Interyiewed

| Twelve Teachers Interviewed
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g 10 11

Jotal No. of Pupils ' . .
for Each Teacher 71 97 96 70 94 90 97 9% 87 51 100

| Face to Face 20% 48% 36% 50% 16% 53% 34% 50% 29%  62%  19%
' s Telephone = 15% 1% 22 11% 7% 1% 58% 5%

Written Communication 2% 15% 6% f@f'_ﬁ§% 5% 9% 8% 12%t '11%

,-pgrent/Turoriar ’ 17% 4%
Other ' -

Initiation. Ninety-five percent of the surveyed teachers‘1n1f'atéd
the majorify bf teacher/parent contacts. Others who initiated conzlct
included the régu]ar classroom teachér (2%); the parents (2%) aﬁd the pu-

pils (17). | R S

Al1 of the {nterv1ewed Title I teachers initiated parent/teadher
contacts. Invaddition, parents (67%),{c1assfoom teachers (42%), prin-

- cipal (98%), guidance cbunse]or (8%) and one student (8%) have also init-

iated contacts.

‘o

Classroom and Home Involvement. The interviewed teachers reported
~that, ‘with the exception of individual conferences to discuss student
progress (reported by all the'teachérs), very few barenté have._been in-
~ volved 1in thé Title 1 Cdrrective Reading-c]assrooms. However, 33% of
the teachers reported at ]éasf\one instance where a parent had come into
~ the classroom to:observe. |
The interview teachers said%they had suggested ways in which the 4

parents could become involved in work with the children at home.

2 - 0g

A




These suggestions inclydéd using worksheets, readers and flashcards,
reading with the children ‘or taking them to the library, using television

as a learning tool, heloing their children read labels with shopping, and

E conversing with their children.

Major Concerns of Parents. E1ghty-four percent of the survey respon-

dents reported that the parents' major concern was that their children ap-
‘proach grade level academic performance; 7% checked promotion as a major
concern and 7% checked other concerns. |
Teachers reported 1n the 1nterv1ews that pq'ﬁnts were primarily con-
ceﬁﬁed about promotion (33%), gragfs (33%), test scores (8%), improvement
in reading (25%), and pupil behavior problems (25%). Other concerns in-
cluded the child not reading at home (17%) and objections to,the.books
the child was choosing (8%). One %eachér said the parénts were curious -
about the program, wondered what‘the children were w&fking on and why

they were taken out of the regu1aﬁ classroom.

Recommendations

,

Survey Results. Teachers were provided seven recommendations for

1mproy1ng the Title I Corrective Reading Monpublic Schools Program and

asked to check the one they thought was most important:

55% - More Title I teacher involvement in materials selection.
30% - Fewer students seen more often.
6% - More workshops based on Title I teacher input (re
- teaching techniques).
2% -_More opportunity for coord1nat1on with the classroom
“teacher.
2% - More opportunity for boordination with other Title I

personnel.
*
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1% - No‘s1gn1f1cant jmpyovemant.

0% - More opportunity for coordination with guidance personnel.

1
e

ggg%;gl. General recommendations made by the teachers for improving
the Title I chrective Read1ng Program were more training/workshops (33%),
more participation in the selection of materials (25%), more timé with the
- students thén Sncé a week (25%); smaller groups of students (17%), more
supervisofy people (8%), more contact with parents (Q%), morg cont&ct with
the éﬁassroom teacher (8%) and more supplies (8%).

)

Staff Development. Recommendations relating to staff development

1nc1uded a desire for intervisitations and suggestions for topics for
workshops. Teachers would 1ike more help in the diagnosis and remediation
or writing difficulties, in working with students with 1imited language’
knowledge and in teaching vocabulary and comprehension. -Other.suggestioné
for ;taff‘deveIOpmenf.incIuded participation in outside conferences, infor-

mal rap sessions about problems, and demonstration 1essoﬁ@ by colleagues.

Materials. Recommendations relating to materials focused on selec-
tion of materials by the,teacher;ﬁEpemseres'and'on the desire for new-
~ materials and new ideas for using them. Specific requests were a weekly
orimontth newspaper for students, skill development materia]s (as opposed
to skill practice materials), study skills maferiaIs for fou}th grade and
| higher materials for teaching infeﬁential thinking, writing, vocabulary

books and new literature books. -



Para-professionals. Seven of the 12 interviewed teachers were assise

ted by para-profess1ona1s this year. Three of the sevan teachers said that
these para-professionals were excellently prepared and that theih sarvicas
menejvaiuabie. Four teachers expressed concern about the preparation of
parajprofass1ona1s with whom they wohked. It should be noted'that para-
profess1odd1s‘are employees of decentralized programs and, as such, aré
hired, supervised and evaluated by comnun1ty school d1str1cts staff.
Para-profess1ona1 staff when ass1gned by coqgun1ty school districts
have, under the gu1dance of Title I teacher: -worked with the se1ected
pupils on a one-to-one or small grodp-basis; snec1f1ca11y planned activ-
ities geared to foster sk11fs as.d1agnosed‘and taught by Title I teacher;

assisted with the preparation of mater1a1s;'and assisted with the cleri-

cal and housekeeping tasks. v o

' PupiT Se1ect10n' " Teachers recommendations included more flexible

gu1de11nes for the selection of pup11s into the program For example:
ha1f of the teachers said a ch11d cannot get he1p 1f he 1ives one block

. outside the prescr1bed area.

s

. (
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Coordination with the Regular Classroom Teacher. The Title I teach-

'her}confers periodically with the nonpublic school classroom teacher to
ascertain the specific needs and weaknessess of the assigned pupils.
Evaluation of pupils achievemeht and progress reports are reviewed with
nonpublic school staff. _

Teachers suggested that'there should be even more conferences with .
the regu]ar classroom teachers It was also suggested that invitations

‘shou1d be extended to the Title I teachers to attend the nonpublic school

faculty meetings.



IthahouId be noted that gonstitutional 11m1tat1ons and Jjudicial de-
- ¢1sions determine the eﬁfent to which Title I staff are involved in the

nonpublic school instructional program. - R '
' g1

v

} - : '
Coordination with T1t1£;i Program Staff. Recommendations concerning

cdord1nat19n with other Title I Program staff focused on the desire to ‘be -
scheduled in a schooi when Qéﬁér Title [ teachers and/or the gu1danée
counsalor are there. Some teachers suggested that meet1ngs be scheduled
for all the Title I staff in a- Qarticu1ar school.

S1xty~seven percent, of'the‘}eachers off?red praise for' the prog}am.
This praise waékunso11c1fied. Séﬁe teachers cbmmented that the newsletter:
was very helpful; one said; "I've %akgn a lot of ideas from it." Some
teachers Tndicated.that the traihinéjyas thorough éhd others reported
that the training in writing in partigu1ar was helpful. The materials
. were alsa pra1séd and seVera]:teacheréWcommented faQorab1y on the organi-

3
zation of the program.
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" IY, CLASSROOM OBSERVATION SUMMARY' S
' ) . ‘! .

|y

Introdyction , o |

The classroom obgarvations were made on ;he same day as the tuachor
interview at each of the 12 sites visited, CIassroom obsarvations varied
in time from 45 minutes to 95 minutes. The mecn observat1on time was 63
minutes. Five observat1ons (42%) took place in the morning &ﬁd saven
(58%) took place in the afternoon. The earliest stanteq at 8:45 a.m. and
all observations were completed by 2:25 p.m. The lessons obsarved lasted
from 45 to 70 minutes. The class size varfed from five students to 11
students: the grade level of fhe é1assés ranged form first grade hold-

overs to ninth graders.
ey, :

-

Classroom Characteristics

'Most of the classrooms were large, bright and airy. A1l of fhe 12 )
classrooms had adequate 1ighting and were ondér1yi Ten classrooms were
free from external noise; however, in one c1assrodm, Toud noise caﬁe inter-
mittently from an e]evgtor which opened directly into the room and, in a-
_nother c1assroom,.an elevated train periodically passes outside fgk window.
) A11.buf one classroom had _adequate space, ventilation, and f$?x1b111ty. The .
exception was a room that was formerly a storage clasét (approx1mate1y 8' x
16'). It had no window; students had to stand up to a11ow others to move
into their seats. There was limited space for materials; twice during the
observation, boxes of materials fell from the place where they were balanced.

A11 of these conditions interfered with the instruction in the classroom.

¥
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Genera] Obsarvations . " :

Y-
" Al of thd»taachers devoted part o?ﬂtha time to whole group instruc-

Alon and part of " the time to individual work ThYs 13 1n 1ine with the
taacher _raports qf act1v1t1es in their clnsi?uoms Sep puge 6 of this re-
port.) Over hnlf of the ubserved teacher:‘1nc&p62d small group work in
the1r 1essons. 58%2 and 42% of the teachers ware observed allowing time
for susta1ned s1len read1nq.

No teacher wa52

pbserved teaching phonetic or word analysis skills to ‘

the wR%]e g?oup a]t’ough several worked with .individuals on phonics. Six-

ty-seven pe&q&nt

1ﬁethe teachers taught comprehension ski11s which required
recalling detqi]s a
&

egthe sequence of a story, finding the main idea, draw-
1nq 1nferences, and ?redictinq outcomes. One teacher asked ¢hildren to-an-
swer quest1ons.abou§za/sgpry Seventy- five percent;tauqht grammer or . lan-
quage arts 1e§sons 1Kc1td1ng nouns and verbs, comparatives: synonyms, new

vocabulary, p&ncreQe Vi abstract words, co]]ect1vefnouns, categorization

* of words, Jnd solvi 9 iddles. Eiahty-three’ percen of the teachers inte-
i

e
grated some wr1t1ng¢9ct1v1ty in their 1essons Observed wr1t1na act1v1t1es

1nvo1v1ng compos1t10n included: Wr1t1ng sentences us1nq words from given

Jists, reﬂr1%g’ﬁ

,‘1

» Writing four sentences begfnn?ng w1th a certa1n phrase,

the last line of a poem, rewritine a_story, composing a
party invitati e
and writing a descriptjan of chocolate candy. All of these observations

were in keeping with the teachers' stated foci of 1nstruct1on to foster
accurate comprehension, to develop and/or enrich ]anguage concepts, and to

develop writing techniques.

€2
Mox



Two teachers used microfiche machinas, two uséd tape records, two
used the Language Master and three usad games to reinforca skii]s‘ Ac‘
| laast ona of the motivational tezmiques namad 1n the Motivation Saction
N under TEACHER METHODOLOGY of this’ report (péqe 7) was observed in use In

all of the classrooms.
Table § 1{sts the gbsarvad teacher activities. All of tha observed
< teachars talked with the ch11dren about their activitias, ancouraged and

re1nforced children 1n the1r work and gave feedback to children on their

-

-

progress. The evaluator observed that 92% of the teachers halped chil- -
dren solve academ1c problems and engaged 1in genera1 d1scuss1ons with the

pup11s.

L

%,

Observation Checklist: Teacher

E1ghty-three percent of the teachers were observed encourag1ng chil-
dren to work 1ndependent1y. 83% were 1nvo1ved in pupil diagnosis and/or
pr3§Cr1pt1on and 83% held individual pupil conferences. The evaluator
also observed 67% of the teachers encouraging childfen to work together,
42% working along with the ch#ldren, and two teachers helping children
solve social pfob]ems that arose. (See Table.5).

Observation Checklist: Children

In all the c1assrooms children worked 1ndependent1y and in all but

" one, the children's work wes v151b1y disp1ayed in the c1assroom In 50%

‘.

of the c1assrooms. children worked in smail groups independent of the
teacher and in 17% of the classrooms children themse]vee were able to de-

- , v P ’ ®

cide what they would do. No overt non-social behavior was observed in

any of the classrooms.




TABLE §

' | Classroom Obsarvation Checklist: Teacher

/

KEETVTETas - X of Yaachers Ubiarved
Encourages children to work indepandently ' 83%
Encourages choldren to work togather 67%

" Talks with children about thair activities
for the instruction period 100%
Works ¥long with children | | 42%
Helps children solve academic problams 92%
Halps children solva social problams ‘\\\ 17%\kr
Encouraging/reinforcing children in the work 100%
Gives feedback to children on their prbgress ’ 100%
Pupil diagnosis/prescription . ’ 83%
Génera] discussions with pupils(s) N 92%
Ind1v1du;f'pup11 conference | ’ - 83%
TABLE 6
‘ Observation checklist: Children
“ |
. . % of classrooms

___Acttvities . Qbserved
Work independently ' o ' 100%

) Work in small groups independent of teacher , 50%

B Children decide what they will do (their plan is -
not/1imited to specific teacher conceived activities). 17%
dvert non-§oc1a1.beh§¥1or . ) 0%

Children's work is visibly displayed in classroom 92%

—_—
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V..  2UMMARY OF [NTERVIEWS WiTH PROGRAM COORDINATOR AND FIELD SUPERVISOR

a The 1ntarvic§s with the program uuurdtnainr and tha flald suparvisor

reyealed that these administrators were in close agraement with one an-

Q:EQP in the areay of theory and practice. Tha backgrounds of the two

paople in ::Y;tion ta’the program ara very different: The coordinator

has baan involved with the Nonpublic School Titla | Corrective Reading

Program since 1ts incaption fourteen years ayo; tha ft:ld suparvisor has

Thelr responses are (h.)\\\

rapovtad together whan fha two agree; whan they disagrae, thelr responses

J

———

beun working with the program for only five months,

arae different1atqd.

Prdgram Considerations

Goals. Tﬁe goals of the program are (1) to iﬁL;sa reading ievels as
measured by a standardized 1hstrugynt. (2) to help develop an awaranass
and love of recreational read1ng,'(3) to assist the pupils to function
better in their classrooms, and (4) to prepare pupils in content areas.
The goals were developed through the identification of pupils needs with-
1n\the nonpublic schools and approved by the State Education Deeartment.
There is now a greater focus on comprehension and writing skills.

Strengths and Needs. The greatest strengths of the program were

1dent1fied as the diagnostib-brescriptive approach, individualization,
small groups 1n wﬁich the teacher can isolate weaknesses and build on -
'strengths, the eﬁose rélationships a teacher has with her pupils, and the
opportun1ty to create an environment where children have successful ex-

periences.

- ,\I




Individualization 15 possible because the teachers meat with small groups

OFf pupily and have many variad materials,

- "The matarials are selected far interest as wall a3 read-

ability, We try to develop whthin the child the respon-
sibility of becoming responsible for hig/own laarning,
To faciliate thts we give him the opportunity to do the
things he can't do tn his own classroom, the use of the
matarials that are more Interasting, and more sc1mulurw
ing and access to addio-visuyal machines.

When asked what parts of the {nstructional program are in need of itrength-
éning, the program coordinator repliad:

We have a daarth of supdarvisors. The feedback to the
teachers 1s not as good as it should be, We naed ad-
Fdittonal flald supervisors to provide on-site training

and support.,

‘The program coordinator also stated: .
I would guess the teachers are uncomfortable with
teaching writing., They are good at teaching de-
coding; they can always use new ideas to teach com-
prehension., [ would racommend greater concentration
in developing writing skills and new and different
approachas to teaching comprehension skills. Mora
time to let children read in the classroom should be
built into the program.

The program coordinator indicated she would also like to see more input
by teachers into the development of the curriculum and the program; she
{

indicated that this was an area that was presently being improved and

- where changes are planned.

l

- Purpose of Program Assessment. Program assessments are pr ﬁarily
used for diagnosing individual and group needs. They are a]so!used'for

planning and for program evaluation.
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A wide variaty uf approachas to instruc-
' |

N tion are utilized, but tha primary approach 13 d1agrostig-préaacriptive.
5 A wide vartety of matertals are made nvatltbié.ta teachers, tnclud-
tng phonetic matarials, iinqulstlc materials. audto-visual equipment and
mntdr1al§; ‘quuaga\:xpavtanai matarials, and matertals far devaloping
comprehans fon through a vartaty of approaches, Tdachdrs arde trained to
selact materials appropriata for a particular child, or group,
Daily Lesson. Each lesson should include large group, small group
and individualfzed tnstruction. Within that framework there should be a
language development Jasson, a writing lesson and uninterrupted Systained
Silent Reading. Within sach of these areas, the teacher may glect to
taach a comprehension skill or a writing skill.
Motivation. Motivating m.}pods and tachniques are determined by the

'part1cular teacher. The coordihator stated, "We can suggest a multitude

of techniques, but the teachar selects the particular technique that {s
motivating for each child." The supervfsor. in additfon, said that the
students also realfzed "they're here to get help, and they try to get it."

Overlap between Nhat\is Taught and What is Tested. The field super-

visor stated that there is considerable overlap between what is taught

and what is tested in vocabulary, comprehension, and phonetic and struct-
\

ural analysis. She has observed this overlap on her site visits and by

- looking at plan books, She added that one area the Stanford Test does not

evaluate its writing skills.

. \

The program coordinator said that teachers do not teach specifically
to the test; rather, they teach reading skills based on the diagnostic-pre-

scriptive approach. She stated, "Of course, this will hopefully create
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growth and the puptls will nopefully gurr;>m betier un Uie atandarized

tasta. " This nas haen (he casa, 3lie stalad, slnie the ovaluatl luia do in
\’ .
dicate that puyptla Jemanstrate growlh T readiog.  "Hu€," she addad, “aur

goals dre larger than Just achieving un standardiied rests ®

8/

{

WIthin the last thiree
yaari, therd has bden move fucus an the total r;adlnu praceas, o the
ichema approach and on psycholinguistics.  This year wrlting ﬁai betatl 1n-

wtroduced buth as a complement to teaching vedding and as a gua!l in itselr,

Thase (deas/approaches/toplcs were Introduced to the teachers in

Clarge graup conferences And/br small group meetIngs on Jdays when the non -
public schools ware not in sesston. In addlf?nn. 4 monthly nnwl#ttqrrlu
ﬁubltshad. resource matartals are avatlable to tunlherﬁ in the office,

and §1eld supervisors make on-site visits to halp teachers to become awarse

of and implament new fdeas.

-

s

Student Considerations /

Report of Students' Proqress. Progress ts reportad to students

through inf%rmal conferences that take place at least once evary two weeks.
The frequéncy of these conferences depends on the school, the teachers and
the child. The tone of the conference is not formal but rather, "You

mastered , now let's go on to -

2

Written progress reports are issued to the parents twice a year. In 3??
. —.&: 3
addition, parents are invited to @he school to talk #th the teachers. In 5”

some schools, parent workshops give parents an overview of what is being

taught. l w\
A b. /ﬂ‘



Communication between the teacﬁérs and the principals is encouraged.
The principals must see and sign all the reporfﬁ’to the parents (issued
- twice a year). They also receive test scores for each group. In most

schools the principals also have informal conferences with the Corrective

i

Reading teachers.

Retention of Students. Student eligibility is determined by virtue

of their residence in a target area and by the degree of their reading
retardation. When students achieve gra@e Tevel they leave the prégram,
If they are not on grade level, they are retained. A classroom teacher
or principal may request that a child leave the program for any reason,
but this is infrequent. "On the rare occasions when a parent requests a
child's removal from the program, we comply," the coordinator said. At
this point there is no 1imit to the number of years a student can remain

. {
- 1in the program..

Persbnne1 Considerations

Supervisory Staff Responsibilities. On-site visits provide the basis

for teacher evaluations. The supervisor visits the classrooms and observes

Tessons. After each observation the supervisor makes suggestions, discus-

ses any problems; and may demonstrate the use of new materials, or demon-

strate a lesson. Formal observations are followed by a conference and thent
by a formal observation report which is maintained in each teacher's file.
Teachers are informally observed as frequently as possible. With new,

inexperienced, and/or weak teachers, the observations were more frequent

R than with other teachers.

35 , ' }
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Observations of unsatisfactory teaching are followed by feedback tb"
. o the teacher.immediatejy after the lesson. The\§upgrvisor s;ated, "where
we have a weak teacher, the frequehcy of visits is increased, the coordi-
A nator is made aware of it, oral and written suggestions are given to the
teacher and fb11ow-up observations.are made by the supérvisor.
The coordinator said, "Contacts among Title I teachers in various

components are difficult because they are rarely in the same place-at the

same time. However, we have joint programs planned by the staff. We may
anfterthe gu{dance counselor to a Corrective Reading Workshop, and a math
and reading booklet was jointly published at Christmas."

The coordihator stated, "The supervisory staff meets with the coordi-
nator at least oncg‘a~month and makes the coordinator aware of particular
needs. The& are encouraged to go to conferences, select new matéria]s and

transmit new ideas ‘to the staff in the field."

Strenqths and Needs of Instructional Staff. According to the coordi-
~ nator: '

The instructional staff's greatest strengths are their
training and their years of experience teaching reading.
‘ Ninety percent are state certified reading teachers.
. Seventy-five percent have a master's degree in reading.
A good percentage have been teaching corrective reading
‘for years and have been teaching in this program for 14
-years. They are sophisticated in teaching reading and
_ knowledgeable about the populations they are teaching.
i ' ' We have a large number of teachers who really care.

The area in greatest need of strengthening is the teach-
ing of writing skills. The program will continue to

: provide in-service training necessary for professional

- . growth. - No one has yet come up with the magic answer

- ' for teaching reading, but we want to keep teachers’ up-i
dated, so they in turn will keep children wanting to
come to the reading room.

'
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Recommendations

General. The field supervisor expressed the need for more super-
viéory personnel. (The coordinator had also previously indicated that
this was a need of the program. ) | |

The coordinator indicated that she would 1ike to see growth in the
parent-tutoring and peer—tutoriné programs, both of whidh have had favor-
able evaluations. In addition, she would like to see more teacher input
into staff development Fhrqugh needs assessment, teacher .presentations

at staff conferences, and more opportunity to bring in top consultants

in reading and:writing.
&

Staff Development. Recommendations for staff development included

(1) more‘opbortunities for sharing of techniqﬁes that are working in the
program, (2) greater cppoftunities forAintervisitions, and (3) enough
supervisory staff tolfo11ow through with a particular teacher on train-
ing which has been initiated. = - |

Méferials. With reference to materials, the coordfnator isAconsFant- '
1y reviewing new products. She would like to field test new materia]s-.
by buying émé]] quantities for pilot basis uée and evaluation before dis-
seminating the mgtefia]s té the entire staff.

Para-professional Services. . Para-professional are hired by:the dis-

tricts. "It WOu1d help if we could hire them or if we had some clarifi-
cation about.their training. Are we responsible for the para-profess-

jonals and if so, in what manner? If the district is Yresponsible, it

vwou1d he]p‘to'have some interchange."



, - . §
‘Coordination: with Reqular Classroom Teacher. One recommendation

concerning coordination with the regular classroom teachers is that there

be 1ncreased articulation between the non- pub11c schoo]s classroom teach-
ers and tpe Title I staff, particularly regarding pupil needs. Although
there is-informal contact some type of structure to increase the com-

t

municat1on between the ESL teacher and the regular classroom teacher

“should be studied within the constraints of the present regu1at1ons




VI.. EVALUATION CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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Conclusions

‘_Q

The Corrective Reading Program offers,its teachers a wide variety of
techniques and approaches to teaching reading Teachers are free to se-
lect the techniques bést suited for their students (and their- teaching
sty]e) within the framework of a d1agnost1c psfscr1pt1ve approach to
teaching reading.

During the interviews, 67% of the teachers offered unsolicited praise

( for the program. Teachers also expressed satisfaction with the instruct-

1ona1 mater als they received and with the organization of the prograiii.

: ?;,qurall the staff appeared enthuiastic about, the program. Furthermore,

Y

the test data 1nd1cates that pup1ls made s1gn1f1cant gains in reading
ach1evement -during the course of the year It shou]d also be noted that
the classroom observations made’ by the»eva]uat1on consultant were in ac-

cord with the teachers stated foci of instruction.
. . .
A

-4

Recommendations LR,

An administrative practice wort:y of praise‘is the manner in which
instructional materia]s are selected for use. The materials are piloted
on a sample of teachers to obtain their feedback before the material is
‘considered for distribution system wide. We suggest that thie praotice
be adopted in the other fit]e I honpub]ic Scho/? Program compOnents

The major add1t1on to the Correct1ve Reading Program th1s year was
- the state mandated writing program N1nety—two percent of the surveyed

‘ - .teachers 1nd1cated that they had observed 1mprovement in student writing
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ability -i.e., ability to write invlongeréunft§, gnpﬂph?in sentence sense,
and impfpvéd self-expression. We recommend that tﬁe proaram’continue to
imp1emehtuthe successful practices begun this'year. Through the collect-
ing of information about the writing program from teachers and. the Dro-
gram coord1nator, the evaluation team was able to lei?n about the communi-
cation between the staff and program coo§d1n§;0r3 Ita1s notewortpy,that
the coordinator's perceptions of the teééhefs-neegé,;}élatéaﬁto~te§£hinq~

-

writing, matched the teachers own statedahégds.;*oﬁé.issdéiwhich;550uld be

s L Rl PR
assessed next year is the impact of the writing program op reading achieve-
ment. ' : T ,

: , . L e . -

Finally, the evaluation team recommendsvthqt.the'impéc% of the read-

ing readiness program should be assessed,*a]bng withffhe brogﬁam‘s staff

development activities. s ' S
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